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Abstract
LGBTQ+ persons face unsupportive workplace environments, and including an
employee’s gender pronouns, (i.e. one’s personal pronouns reflecting their gender identity), in
organizational materials may signal that a workplace is an inclusive space for LGBTQ+
identifying people. We examined if the inclusion of gender pronouns in organizational materials
encourages identity-safety for members of the LGBTQ+ community. Lesbian, gay, & bisexual
participants (N = 111; 94.5% cisgender) were recruited via Turkprime.com to partake in this
online study. They viewed the homepage for a fictitious company, Uptown Consulting, and were
then randomly assigned to view a profile of a successful female employee of the company with
gender pronouns present (i.e. she/her) or absent. To operationalize identity-safety, participants
reported their anticipated organizational commitment, organizational attractiveness, and
anticipated trust. As predicted, relative to participants viewing the profile with gender pronouns
absent, those who viewed the profile with gender pronouns present reported significantly greater
feelings of anticipated organizational identity-safety. This study offers initial evidence that the
presence of gender pronouns promotes feelings of identity-safety in organizational settings
among LGBTQ+ identified people.
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Signaling Organizational Identity-Safety through the use of Gender Pronouns
Lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and queer or questioning (LGBTQ+) individuals are
greatly underrepresented in organizational settings – while it is estimated that 5.1% of women
and 3.9% of men in the United States identify as LGBTQ+ (Gates, 2011), representation in
corporate America is much lower (Ellsworth et al., 2020). For instance, while LGBTQ+ women
comprise 2.3% of entry-level employees, they make up only 1.6% of managers, and these
number continue to drop in senior levels positions. Similarly, while LGBTQ+ men comprise
3.1% of entry-level employees, this numbers drops to 1.9% at a vice president level position
(Ellsworth et al., 2020). Organizational environments play a significant role in shaping
individuals’ well-being, job satisfaction, and commitment to the organization (Lawson et
al., 2009; Mor Barak & Levin, 2002; Hanaysha, 2016); thus, cultivating environments that
support sexual orientation and gender minorities is critical to potentially attract greater numbers
of LGBTQ+ employees to organizational environments.
One factor contributing to the underrepresentation of LGBTQ+ persons in organizational
settings is the widespread discrimination LGBTQ+ individuals face both inside and outside the
workplace. Institutional discrimination, (i.e. discrimination embedded in the procedures, policies
or objectives of large organizations), directed at sexual orientation and gender minorities is
pervasive in the United States (“Institutional Prejudice”; Embrick et al., 2007; Casey et al., 2019;
“Like Walking Through”). In fact, discrimination may prevent LGBTQ+ individuals from
gaining employment in the first place. A study of a large company in the United States disclosed
that 90% of respondents stated they would not hire individuals they perceived to be gay and
would not rehire gay or lesbian employees already employed (Embrick et al., 2007). Moreover,
the majority of states in the U.S. do not provide comprehensive legal protection of LGBTQ+
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employees in the workplace, and as of 2021, nor does any federal legislation exist that bars
discrimination in organizational settings (“The Equality Act”, 2021). Even after gaining
employment, LGBTQ+ individuals endure a multitude of hardships at their workplace.
Institutional workplace discrimination for LGBTQ+ individuals includes a lack of consistent,
formal policies, in addition to a range of informal, prejudicial treatment that impacts decisions
about hiring, firing, job assignments, promotion opportunities, and benefits (Lewis, 2009). For
example, one study revealed that 7% of LGB employees surveyed had lost a job due to their
sexuality, while 9% of those who are out at work reported losing a job due to their sexuality
(Sears & Mallory, 2011). Likewise, transgender and gender non-conforming persons routinely
encounter discrimination at both the recruitment and interview stages of employment (Kattari et
al., 2016). In short, institutional discrimination acts as one barrier to LGBTQ+ representation in
the workplace.
In addition to overt, institutional discrimination and job insecurity, LGBTQ+ individuals
routinely encounter unique challenges in organizational settings, tied to their marginalized
gender identity and/or sexual orientation. Microaggressions, or brief and commonplace daily
verbal, behavioral or environmental indignities, in the workplace (Nadal, 2008) are widely
reported among LGBTQ persons. These microaggressions include, but are not limited to, the use
of heterosexist and transphobic terminology, endorsement of heteronormative or gender‐
normative cultures/behaviors, assumption of universal LGBTQ+ experiences, discomfort or
disapproval with LGBTQ+ persons, and denial of societal heterosexism or transphobia (Nadal et
al., 2010). Moreover, a wealth of evidence suggests that LGBTQ+ employees are repeatedly
harmed by their coworkers. Members of the LGBTQ+ community face discrimination from
coworkers including bullying (Cowan, 2007; Hunt & Dick, 2008), harassment (Badgett et
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al., 2007; Das, 2009; Meyer, 2009), hurtful jokes and taunts (Baker, 2010; Silverschanz et al.,
2008), and ostracism (Embrick et al., 2007).
Critically, these negative experiences in organizational environments faced by members
of the LGBTQ+ community severely impact their mental and physical health. Social, career, and
physical harm, as well as violations of autonomy, threaten the dignity of LGBTQ+ individuals
and undermines their feelings of safety and security (Baker & Lucas, 2017). These unsafe and
unequal conditions faced by LGBTQ+ individuals are not without consequence. Relative to their
cisgender and heterosexual counterparts, LGBTQ+ individuals experience higher rates of mental
health disorders, including anxiety, mood, and substance use disorders, as well as clinically
significant depression (Cochran et al., 2000; Cochran et al., 2003; Clements-Nolle et al., 2001).
Furthermore, minority stressors, such as chronic workplace discrimination, are associated with
greater psychological distress, which in turn can reduce job satisfaction (Velez et al., 2013;
Meyer, 2003; Lyons, Brenner, & Fassinger, 2005; Ragins & Cornwell, 2001; Waldo, 1999).
These mental health issues not only impact the individual’s personal lives, but also their work
lives, which in turn can lead to a decreased sense of belonging among LGBTQ+ populations in
their place of work. With a decreased sense of belonging, it becomes difficult to commit oneself
to work, causing organizations to lose talented employees over avoidable circumstances (Boroş
& Curşeu, 2013).
Importantly, however, the climate and resources available in one’s workplace also have
the potential to cultivate supportive and affirming experiences for LGBTQ+ individuals.
Notably, past work has found that supportive organizational policies, as well as supportive
coworkers, are strongly related to lower perceptions of discrimination (Ruggs et al., 2015; Ruggs
et al., 2011). This social support from both supervisors and co-workers leads to lower levels
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of work conflict and increase job satisfaction (Grant-Vallone, 1998). Furthermore, research
shows that a supportive work culture (i.e., one which values a work-life balance, has good
benefits and successful wellness programs) may lead to higher short-term disability claim rates,
signifying that workers in such environments feel more comfortable revealing and seeking help
for mental health disabilities (Coduti et al., 2015; Martin et al., 2016). In addition to increased
feelings of comfort, workplace social climate has a great impact on interpersonal communication
and feelings of belonging for employees (Pollack, 1996). Results of previous studies reveal that
perceived organizational support also has a great effect on burnout experienced by employees
(Lingard & Francis, 2006). Moreover, research suggests that a supportive work environment
plays a crucial role in predicting employee retention (Kundu & Lata, 2017).
One potential mechanism to combat the unique challenges LGBTQ+ persons face in
workplace environments is by adopting organizational policies and practices that nurture a
supportive work environment and foster identity-safety. Identity-safety is one’s feeling that their
identity is valued in organizational settings (Avery et al. 2004; Davies et al. 2005; Walton et al.
2015), and a wealth of research has examined how to both foster and hinder identity-safety
among members of marginalized groups (Emerson & Murphy, 2014; Johnson & Pietri, 2020;
Pietri et al., 2018; Pietri et al., 2019). Importantly, research in social psychology adopts a socialcontextual approach to identity-safety and argues that persons belonging to stigmatized groups
are vigilant for situational cues in environments that signal identity-safety (Boucher & Murphy,
2017; Davies et al. 2005). Specifically, the social-contextual perspective suggests that
individuals belonging to marginalized groups observe the environment to determine whether it is
an identity-safe (i.e. no threat of stigmatized identity being tied to negative outcomes) or an
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identity-threatening (i.e. threat of stigmatized identity being tied to negative outcomes)
environment (Davies et al. 2005; Kaiser et al. 2006; Purdie-Vaughns & Walton, 2011).
Importantly, perceiving an environment as identity-threatening, or lacking in identitysafety, is associated with a number of negative downstream consequences in organizational
settings. Specifically, a lack of security around identity-safety can also lead to concerns about
organizational trust (Murphy et al., 2007; Murphy & Taylor, 2012; Purdie-Vaughns et al. 2008),
decreased organizational attraction, as well as decrements in organizational commitment (Pietri
et al., 2019). In contrast, previous research finds that if stigmatized individuals perceive an
environment as identity-safe, individuals demonstrate improved performance (Cohen & Steele,
2002), greater organizational trust and comfort (Purdie-Vaughns et al. 2008), improved
psychological engagement (Plaut et al. 2009), greater job satisfaction (Mor Barak & Levin,
2002), and greater feelings of acceptance due to lower perceived bias (Meeussen et al. 2014).
Thus, one potential strategy to foster identity-safety for LGBTQ+ persons is by embedding
unique situational cues in organizational settings which signal that an environment is identitysafe, and not identity-threatening.
Fortunately, research utilizing a social-contextual approach to identity-safety suggests
that the use of an identity-safety cue may be an effective way to signal identity-safety for
LGBTQ+ individuals in organizational settings. An identity-safety cue is a signal suggesting
one’s identity is valued in a particular setting (Avery et al. 2004; Davies et al. 2005; Walton et al.
2015), and the efficacy of identity-safety cues in organizational settings has been widely
examined (Avery et al. 2004; Purdie-Vaughns et al. 2008; Pietri et al. 2018). Identity-safety cues
can assume many formats, including counter-stereotypical models (Pietri et al., 2018; Johnson et
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al., 2019) or organizational messaging which encourages diversity and multiculturalism (PurdieVaughns et al., 2008; Dobbin, 2009; Plaut, 2002).
Importantly, the efficacy of identity-safety cues to signal identity-safety and encourage
feelings of belonging and acceptance in organizational settings is well-documented (Dasgupta,
2011). As one example, a study by Purdie-Vaughns & Walton (2011) found that upon receiving
an organizational brochure with subtle identity-safety cues (i.e. higher levels of diverse
representation and messaging indicating that the organization values diversity), Black
participants reported higher levels of anticipated trust in the organization, or identity-safety,
relative to Black participants that saw a brochure with cues absent. Likewise, exposure to a
successful employee sharing a stigmatized identity has also been found to serve as an effective
identity-safety cue for promoting identity-safety in the workplace (Pietri et al., 2018; Pietri et al.,
2019) for members of marginalized groups. The inclusion of an identity-safety cue in workplace
environments, thus, presents one strategy to attract sexual and gender minority employees to
organizational settings, and potentially foster feelings of identity-safety.
One unexplored, but potentially effective identity-safety cue is the practice of
acknowledging one’s gender pronouns in organizational materials. Acknowledging a person’s
gender pronouns, or words one may like others to use to refer to them in place of their proper
name, is a common way to show support for the LGBTQ+ community. Some examples of
gender pronouns include “she/her” or “he/him” or gender-neutral pronouns, such as “ze/hir,” or
“they/them” (GLSEN, 2020). Assuming one’s personal pronouns or misgendering them based on
their appearance is harmful because they may identify with another gender, be transitioning, or
identify as non-binary (Center for Teaching Excellence, 2019). Using correct personal pronouns,
or pronouns reflecting one’s gender identity, has been found to help transgender and gender
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diverse youth to feel supported and validated in their gender identity, thus leading to decreased
emotional stress (Brown et al., 2020). Furthermore, the inclusion of gender pronouns creates
inclusive spaces for LGBTQ+ individuals (GLSEN, 2020). For example, educators are
encouraged to incorporate their gender pronouns into syllabi and email signatures, as well as
share them with their students, in order to create a safe and inclusive space in the classroom
(Center for Teaching Excellence, 2019).
Although the use of gender pronouns is widespread and greatly encouraged, little
research has examined its efficacy in organizational settings. Research examining identity-safety
cues suggests that incorporating this practice may be an effective way to signal identity-safety
for LGBTQ+ individuals in organizational settings. For example, one study shows that the use of
multiple identity-safety cues (e.g. inclusion of the instructor’s gender pronouns, an equity
statement in the syllabus, a rainbow diversity safe space picture) by a professor led students of
marginalized backgrounds to believe that their professor was trying to create an inclusive
classroom and disapproved of social inequalities, leading to reports of a higher sense of
belonging (i.e. identity-safety) and fewer absences than students in classrooms where the
professor did not use identity-safety cues (Howansky et al., 2021). While both the importance of
gender pronouns and the efficacy of identity-safety cues for marginalized populations in the
workplace have been examined, no study has examined the use of gender pronouns as an
identity-safety cue for LGBTQ+-identified individuals in organizational settings. The goal of this
work was to address this gap in the literature.
Current Research
The present experiment examines if the inclusion of gender pronouns in organizational
materials encourages identity-safety for members of the LGBTQ+ community. We recruited
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sexual and gender minority participants, and participants viewed the homepage for a fictitious
company titled Uptown Consulting. Participants were then randomly assigned to view a profile
of a successful female employee of the company with gender pronouns present or absent. For
participants assigned to the Gender Pronouns Present condition, the profile also included
“Gender Pronouns: She/Her/Hers.” This information was not included for participants in the
Gender Pronouns Absent condition. To operationalize identity-safety, participants then reported
organizational attraction, organizational commitment, and organizational trust as measures of
anticipated identity-safety. We hypothesized that the inclusion of gender pronouns would serve
as an effective identity-safety cue. That is, we predicted that participants in the Gender Pronouns
Present condition would report higher levels of anticipated organizational attraction,
organizational commitment, and organizational trust relative to those in the Gender Pronouns
Absent condition.
Method
Participants
We recruited one hundred and eighty-four (N =184) lesbian, gay, and/or bisexual (LGB)
participants using the “CloudResearch” website powered by TurkPrime. CloudResearch is an
online platform for recruiting participants of different demographics (see TurkPrime.com;
Litman et al., 2017). Of the 184 participants, 17 were excluded due to missing or incomplete
data, resulting in a sample size of 167 participants. Additionally, twelve were excluded for
failing the attention check (which stated to select this answer when asked to do so), resulting in
155 remaining participants. Finally, a manipulation check, which asked the participants “In the
interview you read about a current employee, did the interview include the employee's gender
pronouns?” was utilized to ensure that participants noticed the gender pronouns in the
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employee’s biography. Participants were given answer options “No,” “Yes,” and “I don’t know.”
Participants who selected “No” when the pronouns were present (N = 4), or “Yes” when they
were not (N = 33) were eliminated. The final sample size was 118 participants. There were 62
participants in the Gender Pronouns Present condition, and 56 participants in the Gender
Pronouns Absent condition.
The mean age of the 118 participants was 40.3 years, with a range of 16-81. The majority
of the sample was female, with 59.3% of participants identifying as female (N = 70), 35.6% of
participants identifying as male (N = 42), 1.7% who were intersex (N = 2), 2.5% responding
“Other” (N = 3), and one participant responding “Prefer not to answer.” The majority of the
sample, 57.6%, identified as bisexual (N = 68), 38.1% identifying as homosexual (N = 42), and
2.5% chose “Other.” Additionally, 5.9% of participants identified as transgender (N = 7). Of the
118 participants, 5.9% (N = 7) had less than a high school diploma, 33.1% (N = 39) had their
high school diploma/GED, 17.8% (N = 21) had a degree from a 2-year college, 28.0% (N = 33)
had a 4-year college degree, 6.8% (N = 8) had a Master’s or Professional degree, 4.2% (N = 5)
had a Doctorate degree, and 4.2% (N = 5) had a professional degree. Furthermore, 46.6% (N =
55) stated that they currently work for a company, while 53.4% (N = 63) stated that they did not
currently work for a company. Lastly, 72.9% (N = 86) identified as white, 9.3% (N = 11)
identified as Black or African American, 3.4% (N = 4) identified as Native American, 5.9% (N
=7) identified as Asian, and 8.5% (N =10) identified as Hispanic or Latinx.
Procedure
The experiment was advertised as a study to assess perceptions of an organizational
environment. After providing informed consent, participants viewed the homepage for a
fictitious organization, Uptown Consulting, LLC (see Appendix A and B for consent form and
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homepage, respectively). The webpage included information about a “consulting company”
which offered different services, including customer service, IT management, human resources,
financing, and accounting. Participants were then randomly assigned to view a profile of a
current company employee. The profile featured a White female named Amber Pratcher, and
included a brief description of Amber’s history with the company, a headshot of Amber smiling,
along with Amber’s position, and e-mail.
For participants randomly assigned to the Gender Pronouns Present condition, the profile
also included “Gender Pronouns: She/Her/Hers.” This information was not included for
participants in the Gender Pronouns Absent condition. All other information was consistent
across both conditions. Next, all participants viewed a brief interview with Amber, which again
presented her photo, e-mail, and position. For participants in the Gender Pronouns Present
condition, Amber’s pronouns were included again. The interview described Amber as a
successful consultant and included a quote in which Amber attributed her success to “hard work,
great mentors, and never being afraid to take a challenge” (see Appendix B for exact materials
participants viewed across condition).
To index organizational identity-safety, participants then reported organizational
attraction, organizational commitment, and organizational trust (see Appendix C). Participants
proceeded to complete manipulation checks and demographic items. Finally, participants were
debriefed (see Appendix D) and thanked and were compensated $1.50 for their participation.
Measures
All continuous variables were measured using a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). For each measure, we averaged participants’ responses
to the items, with higher scores indicating more of each measured construct. To assess
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organizational attraction, participants responded to three items assessing their interest in working
at the company (e.g. “I would be interested in working at Uptown Consulting, LLC; M = 3.09,
SD = 1.09; α = .92; Pietri et al., 2018). Next, organizational commitment was measured, and
participants were asked to respond to the remaining items as if they were an employee at the
fictitious company (e.g., “I am proud to tell others I work at my organization”; M = 3.49, SD =
0.74; α = .71; Pietri et al., 2019). Lastly, they were asked to respond to four items assessing
organizational trust (e.g. “I like to work at this company; M = 3.63, SD = 0.88; α = .90; Chaney
et al., 2016).
Results
An independent samples t-test was conducted on each dependent variable (see Table 1 for
summary of descriptive statistics and Table 2 for correlations across measures). The independent
samples t-test on organizational attraction found that relative to participants who viewed the
profile with gender pronouns absent (M = 2.84, SD = 1.05), those who viewed the profile with
gender pronouns present reported significantly greater organizational attractiveness (M = 3.32,
SD = 1.09); t (116) = 2.42, p = .017, d = 0.45, Mean Difference: .48, 95% CI [.09, .87].
Furthermore, those who viewed the profile with gender pronouns present also reported greater
organizational commitment (M = 3.66, SD = 0.64) than those who viewed the profile with gender
pronouns absent (M = 3.25, SD = 0.72); t (116) = 3.21, p = .002, d = 0.59, Mean Difference: .40,
95% CI [.16, .65]. Finally, participants who viewed the profile with gender pronouns present also
reported greater anticipated trust (M = 3.83, SD = 0.83) than participants who viewed the profile
with gender pronouns absent (M = 3.39, SD = 0.88); t (116) = 2.81, p = .006, d = 0.52, Mean
Difference= 0.44, 95% CI [.13, .76]. This study found evidence that relative to when gender
pronouns are absent, the presence of gender pronouns increases sense of organizational
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attractiveness, organizational commitment, and organizational trust in organizational settings
among LGBTQ+ identified people.
Discussion
The current study aimed to examine the efficacy of the use of gender pronouns as an
identity-safety cue for LGBTQ+-identified individuals in organizational settings. Results found
evidence that the presence of gender pronouns increases sense of organizational attraction,
organizational commitment, and organizational trust in the workplace among LGBTQ+
identified people compared to when gender pronouns were absent. Specifically, it found that
relative to participants who viewed the profile with gender pronouns absent, those who viewed
the profile with gender pronouns present reported significantly greater organizational attraction.
Similarly, those who viewed the profile with gender pronouns present also reported greater
organizational commitment than those who viewed the profile with gender pronouns absent.
Finally, participants who viewed the profile with gender pronouns present also reported greater
anticipated trust than participants who viewed the profile with gender pronouns absent.
Previous work has demonstrated that messages which signal that a company values
diversity serve as identity-safety cues to attract employees of various marginalized backgrounds
(Avery, et al., 2013; Jayne & Dipboye, 2004; Point & Singh, 2003; Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008).
However, few investigations have empirically examined the use of identity-safety cues for
LGBTQ+ populations. This study offers important initial evidence that the presence of gender
pronouns promotes feelings of identity-safety in organizational settings among LGBTQ+
identified people and can be used by companies and organizations to attract sexual orientation
and gender minorities, and potentially increase the representation of LGBTQ+ individuals within
their respective institutions.
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Limitations and future directions
The present study demonstrated the effectiveness of organizational strategies to increase
perceived identity-safety among prospective LGBTQ+ employees. However, it is limited as it
does not take into consideration the experiences of LGBTQ+ people of color who are multiply
stigmatized and therefore have differing experience from LGBTQ+ individuals who are white
(Cyrus, 2017; Sutter & Perrin, 2016; Skinta & Nakamura, 2021). Relevant to this point, the
current experiment presented a profile of a white employee. Past research has found that racial
and ethnic minorities, identity is more salient than other stigmatized identities and therefore,
employees of similar racial backgrounds serve as a more effective identity-safety cue than
employees of similar gender identities (Pietri et al., 2018; Johnson et al., 2019). Since LGBTQ+
people of color are multiply stigmatized, the presence of gender pronouns in a white employee’s
profile may not serve as an adequate identity-safety cue. Future studies may examine whether the
presence of gender pronouns in the profile of an employee with a similar racial identity (i.e an
employee of color) increases feelings of perceived identity-safety for persons of color that are
also LGBTQ+ .
Additionally, this study did not contextualize the presence of gender pronouns in
employee profiles within the state of the organization’s other initiatives and general culture of
diversity, equity and inclusion. That is, participants did not know whether Uptown Consulting
LLC was strongly committed to improving diversity, equity, and inclusion within their
organization, or if the presence of gender pronouns in the employee profile was an isolated effort
towards improving diversity, equity, and inclusion. Previous research has shown that diversity
initiatives, if not handled with intentionality and diligence, may lead to assumptions of fairness
and thus negatively impact accurate detection of discrimination (Dover et al. 2014; Dover et al.,
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2020). Moreover, it is not clear from the present study what effect – if any – the presence of
gender pronouns has on employee mental and physical well-being. Given that organizational
environments play a significant role in employee well-being (Coduti et al., 2015; Grant-Vallone,
1998; Martin et al., 2016), and that the present study does not assess the effects of gender
pronouns on mental or physical health, future studies may examine how sustained and continual
commitments to diversity, equity, and inclusion initiatives which include gender pronouns may
impact the mental health of LGBTQ+ individuals. Moreover, future studies may examine
potential differences between perceived levels of identity-safety for LGBTQ+ individuals within
organizations who are participating in a robust diversity, equity, and inclusion initiative and
organizations who are not.
A final noteworthy limitation of the present investigation is that our sample of
participants was predominantly cisgender. Relative to cisgender individuals, those who identify
as transgender are more likely to be unemployed and to experience discrimination in the
workplace (Carpenter et al., 2020). Future studies may examine the efficacy of gender pronouns
as an identity-safety cue for transgender individuals in organizational settings. Importantly,
although the present study provides evidence that gender pronouns serve as an effective identitysafety cue for LGBTQ+ individuals, the use of gender pronouns does not substitute formal
policies or protections, which are important in combatting institutional discrimination (Badgett et
al., 2007; Sears & Mallory, 2011). Certainly, past work has revealed the importance of
supportive organizational policies and workplace environments in fostering higher feelings of
belonging, lower perceptions of discrimination, lower rates of burnout, greater job satisfaction,
and greater employee retention rates (Pollack, 1996; Ruggs et al., 2015; Ruggs et al., 2011;
Lingard & Francis, 2006; Grant-Vallone, 1998; Kundu & Lata, 2017). Thus, the inclusion of
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gender pronouns in organizational materials may be most effective when an organization is
actively working to create a more inclusive environment for LGBTQ+ employees and enacts
formal policies to protect LGBTQ+ employees from discrimination
In conclusion, the present study provides initial evidence that the presence of gender
pronouns promotes feelings of identity-safety in organizational settings among LGBTQ+
identified persons. Specifically, we found that relative to participants who viewed the profile
with gender pronouns absent, those who viewed the profile with gender pronouns present
reported significantly greater organizational attraction, organizational trust, and organizational
commitment. Identifying and understanding effective identity-safety cues for LGBTQ+
individuals has important implications for increasing diversity and their representation within
organizational settings. Thus, presenting gender pronouns in employee profiles may serve as an
effective and efficient method to attract a greater and more diverse set of talented employees.

SIGNALING ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTITY-SAFETY

20

References
Avery, D. R., Hernandez, M., & Hebl, M. R. (2004). Who's watching the race? Racial salience in
recruitment advertising. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 34(1), 146–
161. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2004.tb02541.x
Avery, D. R., Volpone, S. D., Stewart, R. W., Luksyte, A., Hernandez, M., McKay, P. F., &
Hebl, M. (Mikki) R. (2013). Examining the draw of diversity: How diversity climate
perceptions affect job-pursuit intentions. Human Resource Management, 52(2), 175–193.
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21524
Badgett, M. V. L., Lau, H., Sears, B., & Ho, D. (2007). Bias in the workplace: Consistent
evidence of sexual orientation and gender identity discrimination. Los Angeles, CA: The
Williams Institute.
Baker, S. J. (2010). Exploring the dimensions of gay taunting. Paper presented at the National
Communication Association annual conference, San Francisco, CA.
Baker, S. J., and Lucas, K. (2017) Is it safe to bring myself to work? Understanding LGBTQ
experiences of workplace dignity. Can J Adm Sci, 34: 133– 148.
https://doi.org/10.1002/cjas.1439
Boroş, S., & Curşeu, P. L. (2013). Is it here where I belong? An integrative model of turnover
intentions. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 43, 1553-1562.
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.butler.edu/10.1111/jasp.12104
Boucher, K. L., & Murphy, M. C. (2017). Why so few? The role of social identity and situational
cues in understanding the underrepresentation of women in STEM fields. In K. I. Mavor,
M. J. Platow, & B. Bizumic (Eds.), Self and social identity in educational contexts (p.

SIGNALING ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTITY-SAFETY

21

93–111). Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315746913ch5
Brown, C., Frohard-Dourlent, H., Wood, B. A., Saewyc, E., Eisenberg, M. E., & Porta, C. M.
(2020). "It makes such a difference": An examination of how LGBTQ youth talk about
personal gender pronouns. Journal of the American Association of Nurse
Practitioners, 32(1), 70–80. https://doi.org/10.1097/JXX.0000000000000217
Carpenter, C. S., Eppink, S. T., & Gonzales, G. (2020). Transgender status, gender identity, and
socioeconomic outcomes in the United States. ILR Review, 73(3), 573–599.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0019793920902776
Casey, LS, Reisner, SL, Findling, MG, et al. Discrimination in the United States: Experiences
of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and queer Americans. Health Serv
Res. 2019; 54: 1454– 1466. https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.13229
Centre for Teaching Excellence, University of Waterloo. (2019, May 15). Gender Pronouns and
Teaching. uwaterloo.ca/centre-for-teaching-excellence/teaching-resources/teachingtips/teaching-tips-creating-positive-learning-environment/gender-pronouns-and-teaching.
Chaney KE, Sanchez DT, Remedios JD (2016). Organizational identity safety cue transfers.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 42(11):1564-1576.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216665096
Clements-Nolle, K., Marx, R., Guzman, R., & Katz, M. (2001). HIV prevalence, risk behaviors,
health care use, and mental health status of transgender persons: implications for public
health intervention. American journal of public health, 91(6), 915–921.
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.91.6.915

SIGNALING ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTITY-SAFETY

22

Cochran, S. D., Keenan, C., Schober, C., & Mays, V. M. (2000). Estimates of alcohol use and
clinical treatment needs among homosexually active men and women in the U.S.
population. Journal of consulting and clinical psychology, 68(6), 1062–1071.
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-006x.68.6.1062
Cochran, S. D., Sullivan, J. G., & Mays, V. M. (2003). Prevalence of mental disorders,
psychological distress, and mental health services use among lesbian, gay, and bisexual
adults in the United States. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 71(1), 53–
61. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.71.1.53
Coduti, W. A., Tugman, K., Bruyère, S. M., & Malzer, V. (2015). Aging workers: Work
environment as a factor in employee mental health. International Journal of Disability
Management, 10, 8. doi: http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.butler.edu/10.1017/idm.2015.4
Cohen, G. L., & Steele, C. M. (2002). A barrier of mistrust: How negative stereotypes affect
cross-race mentoring. In J. Aronson (Ed.), Improving academic achievement: Impact of
psychological factors on education (p. 303–327). Academic
Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-012064455-1/50018-X
Cowan, K. (2007). Living together: British attitudes towards lesbian, gay, and bisexual people in
2012. London, UK: Stonewall.
Cyrus, K. (2017). Multiple minorities as multiply marginalized: Applying the minority stress
theory to LGBTQ people of color. Journal of Gay & Lesbian Mental Health, 21(3), 194202. http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.butler.edu/10.1080/19359705.2017.1320739
Das, A. (2009). Sexual harassment at work in the United States. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 38,
909-921. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-008-9354-9

SIGNALING ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTITY-SAFETY

23

Davies, P. G., Spencer, S. J., & Steele, C. M. (2005). Clearing the air: Identity safety moderates
the effects of stereotype threat on women's leadership aspirations. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 88(2), 276–287. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.2.276
Davies, P. G., Spencer, S. J., Quinn, D. M., & Gerhardstein, R. (2002). Consuming images: How
television commercials that elicit stereotype threat can restrain women academically and
professionally. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28(12), 1615-1628.
https://doi.org/10.1177/014616702237644
Dobbin, F. (2009). Inventing equal opportunity. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Dover, T. L., Major, B., & Kaiser, C. R. (2014). Diversity initiatives, status, and systemjustifying beliefs: When and how diversity efforts de-legitimize discrimination claims.
Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 17(4), 485–493.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430213502560
Dover, T.L., Kaiser, C.R. and Major, B. (2020). Mixed signals: The unintended effects of
diversity initiatives. Social Issues and Policy Review, 14: 152181. https://doi.org/10.1111/sipr.12059
Ellsworth, D., Mendy, A., & Sullivan, G. (2020, October 09). How the LGBTQ community fares
in the workplace. https://www.mckinsey.com/featured-insights/diversity-andinclusion/how-the-lgbtq-plus-community-fares-in-the-workplace
Embrick, D. G., Walther, C. S., & Wickens, C. M. (2007). Working class masculinity: Keeping
gay men and lesbians out of the workplace. Sex Roles, 56, 757-766.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-007-9234-0
Emerson, K. T., & Murphy, M. C. (2014). Identity threat at work: How social identity threat and
situational cues contribute to racial and ethnic disparities in the workplace. Cultural

SIGNALING ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTITY-SAFETY

24

Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 20(4), 508-520.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035403
Gates, G. (2011). How many people are lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender? (pp. 1–8). USA:
Williams Institute, UCLA School of Law. http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wpcontent/uploads/Gates-How-Many-People-LGBT-Apr-2011.pdf
GLSEN. (2020, March 26). Pronouns: A resource for educators.
www.glsen.org/activity/pronouns-resource-educators
Grant-Vallone, E. (1998). Work and family conflict: The importance of supportive work
environments (Order No. AAM9830349). Available from APA PsycInfo®. (619376359;
1998-95020-194).
Hanaysha, J. (2016). Testing the effects of employee engagement, work environment, and
organizational learning on organizational commitment. Procedia - Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 229, 289–297. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2016.07.139
Howansky, K., Maimon, M., & Sanchez, D. (2021). Identity safety cues predict instructor
impressions, belonging, and absences in the psychology classroom. Teaching of
Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1177/0098628321990362
Hunt, R., & Dick, S. (2008). Serves you right. London, UK: Stonewall.
Institutional Prejudice or Discrimination. Lumen Learning.
https://courses.lumenlearning.com/cochise-sociology-os/chapter/institutional-prejudiceor-discrimination/.
Jayne, M. E. A., & Dipboye, R. L. (2004). Leveraging diversity to improve business
performance: Research findings and recommendations for organizations. Human
Resource Management, 43(4), 409–424. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.20033

SIGNALING ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTITY-SAFETY

25

Johnson, I. R., & Pietri, E. S. (2020). An ally you say? Endorsing White women as allies to
encourage perceptions of allyship and organizational identity-safety among Black
women. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations,
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220975482
Kaiser, C. R., Brooke Vick, S., & Major, B. (2006). Prejudice expectations moderate
preconscious attention to cues that are threatening to social identity. Psychological
Science, 17, 332-338. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01707.x
Kattari, S. K., Whitfield, D. L., Walls, N. E., Langenderfer-Magruder, L., & Ramos, D. (2016).
Policing gender through housing and employment discrimination: Comparison of
discrimination experiences of transgender and cisgender LGBQ individuals. Journal of
the Society for Social Work and Research, 7, 427-447. https://doi.org/10.1086/686920
Kevin L. Nadal, Marie-Anne Issa, Jayleen Leon, Vanessa Meterko, Michelle Wideman &
Yinglee Wong (2011) Sexual Orientation Microaggressions: “Death by a Thousand Cuts”
for Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Youth, Journal of LGBT Youth, 8:3, 234259, https://doi.org/10.1080/19361653.2011.584204
Kundu, S.C. and Lata, K. (2017), Effects of supportive work environment on employee
retention: Mediating role of organizational engagement, International Journal of
Organizational Analysis, 25(4), pp. 703-722. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-12-2016-1100
Lawson, K. J., Noblet, A. J., & Rodwell, J. J. (2009). Promoting employee wellbeing: the
relevance of work characteristics and organizational justice. Health promotion
international, 24(3), 223–233. https://doi.org/10.1093/heapro/dap025
Lewis, A. P. (2006). Communicating lesbian identity: A critical analysis of popular culture
representations and police officer narratives. Tempe, AZ: Arizona State University Press.

SIGNALING ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTITY-SAFETY

26

Lewis, A. P. (2009). Destructive organizational communication and LGBT workers’
experiences. In P. Lutgen-Sandvik & B. D. Sypher (Eds.), Destructive organizational
communication: Processes, consequences, and constructive ways of organizing (pp. 184202). New York, NY: Routledge.
"Like Walking Through a Hailstorm". Human Rights Watch. (2020, May 27).
https://www.hrw.org/report/2016/12/08/walking-through-hailstorm/discriminationagainst-lgbt-youth-us-schools#.
Lingard, Helen & Francis, Valerie (2006). Does a supportive work environment moderate the
relationship between work‐family conflict and burnout among construction
professionals?, Construction Management and Economics, 24:2, 185196, DOI: 10.1080/14697010500226913
Litman, L., Robinson, J., & Abberbock, T. (2017). TurkPrime.com: A versatile crowdsourcing
data acquisition platform for the behavioral sciences. Behavior Research Methods, 49(2),
433–442. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-016-0727-z
Logel, C., Walton, G. M., Spencer, S. J., Iserman, E. C., von Hippel, W., & Bell, A. E. (2009).
Interacting with sexist men triggers social identity threat among female engineers.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96(6), 1089-1103.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015703
Lyons, H. Z., Brenner, B. R., & Fassinger, R. E. (2005). A multicultural test of the theory of
work adjustment: Investigating the role of hetero-sexism and fit perceptions in the job
satisfaction of lesbian, gay, and bisexual employees. Journal of Counseling Psychology,
52,537–548.doi:10.1037/0022-0167.52.4.537

SIGNALING ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTITY-SAFETY

27

Martin, A., Hobman, E., Howarth, E., & McDonald, K. (2016). Organizational support for
mental health, stigmatization of employees with depression and performance appraisal: A
management simulation study. In A. Shimazu, R. B. Nordin, M. Dollard & J. Oakman
(Eds.), Psychosocial factors at work in the Asia pacific: From theory to practice;
psychosocial factors at work in the Asia pacific: From theory to practice (pp. 267-288,
Chapter vii, 369 Pages) Springer International Publishing, Cham. doi:
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.butler.edu/10.1007/978-3-319-44400-0_15
Meeussen, L., Otten, S., & Phalet, K. (2014). Managing diversity: How leaders’ multiculturalism
and colorblindness affect work group functioning. Group Processes & Intergroup
Relations, 17, 629-644. doi: https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430214525809
Meyer, I. H. (2003). Prejudice, social stress, and mental health in lesbian, gay, and bisexual
populations: Conceptual issues and research evidence. Psychological Bulletin, 129,674–
697. doi:10.1037/0033-2909.129.5.674
Meyer, E. J. (2009). Gender, bullying, and harassment: Strategies to end sexism and homophobia
in schools. New York, NY: Teachers College.
Mor Barak, M. E., & Levin, A. (2002). Outside of the corporate mainstream and excluded from
the work community: A study of diversity, job satisfaction and well-being. Community,
Work & Family, 5, 133-157. https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800220146346
Murphy, M. C., & Taylor, V. J. (2012). The role of situational cues in signaling and maintaining
stereotype threat. In M. Inzlicht & T. Schmader (Eds.), Stereotype threat: Theory,
process, and application (p. 17–33). Oxford University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199732449.003.0002

SIGNALING ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTITY-SAFETY

28

Murphy, M. C., Steele, C. M., & Gross, J. J. (2007). Signaling threat: how situational cues affect
women in math, science, and engineering settings. Psychological Science, 18(10), 879–
885. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01995.x
Nadal, K. L. (2008). Preventing racial, ethic, gender, sexual minority, disability, and religious
microaggressions: Recommendations for promoting positive mental health. Prevention in
Counseling Psychology: Theory, research, practice and training, 2, 22-27.
Ozturk, M. B. (2011). Sexual orientation discrimination: Exploring the experiences of lesbian,
gay and bisexual employees in Turkey. Human Relations, 64, 1099-1118.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726710396249
Pietri, E. S., Drawbaugh, M. L., Lewis, A. N., Johnson, I. R. (2019). Who encourages Latina
women to feel a sense of identity-safety in STEM? Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 84, 103827. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103827
Pietri, E. S., Johnson, I. R., & Ozgumus, E. (2018). One size may not fit all: Exploring how the
intersection of race and gender and stigma consciousness predict effective identity-safe
cues for Black women. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 74, 291-306.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.06.021
Plaut, V. C. (2002). Cultural models of diversity: The psychology of difference and inclusion. In
Shweder, R., Minow, M., Markus, H. R. (Eds.), Engaging cultural differences: The
multicultural challenge in liberal democracies (pp. 365-395). New York, NY: Russell
Sage Foundation.
Plaut, V. C., Thomas, K. M., & Goren, M. J. (2009). Is multiculturalism or color blindness better
for minorities? Psychological Science, 20, 444-446. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.14679280.2009.02318.x

SIGNALING ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTITY-SAFETY

29

Point, S., & Singh, V. (2003). Defining and dimensionalising diversity: Evidence from corporate
websites across Europe. European Management Journal, 21(6), 750–761.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2003.09.015
Pollack, B. N. (1996). Interpersonal communication and feelings of belonging in work groups:
The impact of the sociophysical environment (Order No. AAM9635589). Available from
APA PsycInfo®. (619000137; 1996-95023-313).
Purdie-Vaughns, V., & Walton, G. M. (2011). Is multiculturalism bad for African Americans?
Redefining inclusion through the lens of identity safety. In L. R. Tropp & R. K. Mallett
(Eds.), Moving beyond prejudice reduction: Pathways to positive intergroup relations (p.
159–177). American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/12319-008
Purdie-Vaughns, V., Steele, C. M., Davies, P. G., Diltmann, R., & Crosby, J. R. (2008). Social
identity contingencies: How diversity cues signal threat or safety for African Americans
in mainstream institutions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 94, 615–630.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.4.615
Ragins, B. R., & Cornwell, J. M. (2001). Pink triangles: Antecedents and consequences of
perceived workplace discrimination against gay and lesbian employees. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 86,1244–1261.doi:10.1037/0021-9010.86.6.1244
Ruggs, E. N., Martinez, L. R., & Hebl, M. R. (2011). How individuals and organizations can
reduce interpersonal discrimination. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 5, 29–
42. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2010.00332.x
Ruggs, E. N., Martinez, L. R., Hebl, M. R., & Law, C. L. (2015). Workplace “trans”-actions:
How organizations, coworkers, and individual openness influence perceived gender

SIGNALING ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTITY-SAFETY

30

identity discrimination. Psychology of Sexual Orientation and Gender Diversity, 2(4),
404–412. https://doi.org/10.1037/sgd0000112
Sears, B., & Mallory, C. (2011). Documented evidence of employment discrimination and its
effects on LGBT people. Los Angeles, CA: The Williams Institute, UCLA School of
Law.
Silverschanz, P., Cortina, L. M., Konik, J., & Magley, V. J. (2008). Slurs, snubs, and queer
jokes: Incidence and impact of heterosexist harassment in academia. Sex Roles: A
Journal of Research, 58(3-4), 179–191. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-007-9329-7
Skinta, M. D., & Nakamura, N. (2021). In Tummala-Narra P. (Ed.), Resilience and identity:
Intersectional migration experiences of LGBTQ people of color. American Psychological
Association, Washington, DC. http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.butler.edu/10.1037/0000214-014
Sutter, M., & Perrin, P. B. (2016). Discrimination, mental health, and suicidal ideation among
LGBTQ people of color. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 63(1), 98-105.
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.butler.edu/10.1037/cou0000126
The Equality Act. Human Rights Campaign. (2021, March 13).
https://www.hrc.org/resources/the-equality-act.
Velez, B. L., Moradi, B., & Brewster, M. E. (2013). Testing the tenets of minority stress theory
in workplace contexts. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 60(4), 532-542.
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.butler.edu/10.1037/a0033346
Waldo, C. R. (1999). Working in a majority context: A structural model of heterosexism as
minority stress in the workplace. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 46,218–232.
doi:10.1037/0022-0167.46.2.218

SIGNALING ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTITY-SAFETY
Walton, G. M., Murphy, M. C., & Ryan, A. M. (2015). Stereotype threat in organizations:
Implications for equity and performance. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology
and Organizational Behavior, 2, 523–550. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych032414-111322

31

SIGNALING ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTITY-SAFETY

32

Table 1. Mean & standard deviation across gender pronoun present versus absent conditions.
Gender
Pronouns
Present
n=62
Measure
Organizational
Attractiveness
Organizational
Commitment
Organizational
Trust

Gender
Pronouns
Absent
n=56
Mean (SD)

Mean
Difference

95% CI

3.32 (1.09)

2.84 (1.05)

.478

[.087, .869]

3.66 (.64)

3.25 (.72)

.404

[.155, .653]

3.83 (.83)

3.39 (.88)

.442

[.130, .755]

Mean (SD)
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Table 2. Pearson correlations among organizational attractiveness, organizational commitment,
and organizational trust.
Measure
1. Organizational
Attractiveness

1

2

3

1

-

-

2. Organizational
Commitment

.62**

1

-

3. Organizational
Trust

.55**

.743**

1

**. Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
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Appendix A
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY
IRB Study # __________________________________
Consent Form Version Date: ______________________
Title of Study: An empirical investigation of using gender pronouns to signal identity safety
Principal Investigator: Dr. India Johnson
Assistant Professor of Psychology Butler University irjohnso@butler.edu
Please read the information below about the study carefully, so that you can make an
independent, informed decision about participating. You can direct any of your questions to the
investigators for this study. As a participant, you have the right to end this study session at any
time for any reason, without penalty.
What is the purpose of the study?
The purpose of this study is to assess your perceptions of your current organizational
environment and the persons who work in it. You will also complete several personality
measures, complete several questions about your perceptions and fill out basic information about
yourself. These measures will assist the researchers in organizing your responses.
How long will your participation last?
You will be able to complete the study in one 20-minute session.
What will happen if you take part in the study?
During this study you will be asked to reflect on your experiences in your current organizational
environment. You will then be asked to complete several personality questionnaires and provide
the researchers with some demographic information about yourself.
What are the possible risks or discomforts?
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There is very little risk to taking part in this study. Your responses to the questions are
anonymous. There is no way that any of your personal information can be connected with any of
your responses. The personality questionnaires may ask questions about difficult subjects. It is
important to remember that although these subjects may be sensitive, your personal information
is kept confidential and is not connected to any of your answers. In other words, there is no way
to identify you by your responses. Additionally, you can end your participation at any time.
What are the possible benefits?
The research will benefit society by increasing researchers’ knowledge in the subject matter.
Additionally, you will be compensated for your participation in the study at the rate agreed upon
by the 3rd party that recruited you for the study.
How will your privacy be protected?
Your responses throughout the study will be anonymous. Your answers are not tied to any
personal, identifying information.
Will you be compensated for participating?
You will be compensated for your participation in the study at the rate agreed upon by the 3rd
party that recruited you for the study.
What if you want to stop before you have completed the study?
You have the right to end the study at any time without penalty. You will be compensated for the
time you spent completing the study.
What if you have questions about this study?
You may ask the principal investigator any questions you may have about the study. If you think
of additional questions after the study session ends, you can email the investigator Dr. India
Johnson at irjohnso@butler.edu.
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What if you have questions about your rights as a participant?
If you have any questions concerning your rights as a participant, you may contact the chairman
of the IRB at Butler University, at irb@butler.edu .
*****Participants will then have to choose the option below. Only those who consent will
continue to the study session. ***
o By clicking here, you are giving consent to participate in this study.
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Profile of current employee at Uptown Consulting, LLC with gender pronouns present
Slide 1

Slide 2
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Profile of current employee at Uptown Consulting, LLC with gender pronouns absent
Slide 1

Slide 2
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Appendix C Study Questionnaire
**The Scales below will use the following response scale**
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly disagree

7
Strongly Agree

Measure of Perceived Similarity (Pietri et al. 2018)
While reflecting on the employee’s profile, read each statement below and rank your agreement
•

This person seems similar to me

•

I can identify with this person

•

This person’s values and my values are similar

•

Most likely, this person and I care about similar issues

Anticipated Organizational Identity-Safety at Uptown Consulting (Purdie-Vaughns et al.
2008; Walton & Cohen, 2008)
Imagine that you are working at Uptown Consulting LLC. Read each statement and rank your
agreement from strongly disagree to strongly agree.
•

I would like to work at a place like Uptown Consulting

•

I would like to work in a company that has similar hiring practices as those of Uptown

Consulting
•

I would like to work under the supervision of people with similar values as the staff

•

I could “be myself” at a company like Uptown Consulting

•

I would be willing to put in extra effort if my supervisor asked me to

•

My colleagues at Uptown Consulting would become my close personal friends

•

I would be treated fairly by my supervisor
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•

I would trust the management to treat me fairly

•

My values and the values of Uptown Consulting are very similar

•

I would feel accepted at Uptown Consulting

•

I would feel valued at Uptown Consulting

•

I would feel like I could be myself at Uptown Consulting

•

I would feel comfortable at Uptown Consulting

•

I would feel anxious at Uptown Consulting

•

I would feel respected at Uptown Consulting

•

I would feel appreciated at Uptown Consulting

•

I would feel like an outsider at Uptown Consulting

•

I would enjoy being an active participant at Uptown Consulting

•

I would try to say as little as possible at Uptown Consulting

Organizational Attractiveness and Commitment (Pietri et al. 2018; Pietri, Drawbaugh,
Lewis, & Johnson, 2019)
•

I would be interested in working at Uptown Consulting, LLC.

•

I would feel at home working for Uptown Consulting, LLC.

•

I would very much like to work for Uptown Consulting, LLC.

•

I feel a strong sense of belonging in my organization.

•

I am proud to tell others I work at my organization.

•

My organization really cares about my well-being.

•

My organization shows little concern for me.

•

My organization strongly considers my goals and values.
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Manipulation Check Questions
You will now answer a few questions about the organization and employee profile you read
about at the beginning of today's study to test your memory of the information presented.
At the beginning of today's study, you viewed the homepage of an organization and
provided your impression of the organization. What was the name of the organization?
•

Uptown Consulting, LLC

•

LabTech

•

Johnson & Courtney Consulting Services

•

R & R Incorporated

In the employee biography snapshot, did the profile include the employee’s gender
pronouns?
•

Yes

•

No

•

I didn’t notice
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Appendix D
Debriefing – Experiment 1
Transgender, nonconforming, and gender non-binary people routinely face discrimination in the
workplace (Grant et al. 2011; Kosciw et. al 2018), and consequently, often question their
belonging and acceptance in organizational environments. One common practice to show support
for members of this community is the use of gender pronouns. Gender pronouns are personal
pronouns that are used to refer to a person without using their name. Traditionally, the English
language has been a binary system with masculine pronouns such as he, him, his, and feminine
pronouns, such as she, her, hers, to indicate a person’s gender when referring to them (Center for
Teaching Excellence, 2020). However, it can be hurtful to assume a person’s pronouns and
misgender them based on their appearance because they may identify with another gender, may
be transitioning, or may be non-binary (Center for Teaching Excellence, 2020). According to the
Gay, Lesbian, and Straight Education Network (GLSEN), the inclusion of gender pronouns
creates inclusive spaces for transgender, nonconforming, and gender non-binary people
(GLSEN, 2020).

Identity-safety cues are signals in an environment that communicate to a stigmatized group that
their identity is valued in a given setting (Avery, Hernandez, & Hebl, 2004; Davies, Spencer, &
Steele, 2005). They are meant to signal identity-safety (Pietri, Drawbaugh, Lewis, & Johnson,
2019), or encourage feelings of belonging, and acceptance in organizations. Research examining
identity-safety cues suggests that including gender pronouns may be an effective means to signal
to members of the LGBTQIA+ community that they are valued within an organization (GLSEN,
2020).
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The goal of this research program was to examine if the presence (vs. the absence) of gender
pronouns promoted feelings of belonging among LGBTQIA+ participants.

During today’s study you saw an employee biography that either included or did not include the
employee’s gender pronouns. You also completed several questionnaires getting at your
predicted feelings of belonging in the company. By varying the presence or absence of gender
pronouns, we can identify whether gender pronouns signal feelings of belonging and feeling
valued for LGBTQIA+ individuals within an organization.

It is important to note that in everyday life, organizations can AND should strive to do far more
than just add gender pronouns to employee profiles to enhance organizational attractiveness
for members of the LGB community; however, in the current work we focused on the presence
vs. absence of pronouns to isolate the independent effects (if any) they might have on
organizational attractiveness.

In summary, today’s study focused on what types of identity-safety cues are most likely to help
LGBTQIA+ individuals feel valued in an organization. Ultimately, your responses will help
develop and inform research geared towards creating work environments that are supportive of
persons belonging to negatively stereotyped groups. Your participation is greatly appreciated and
if you have any questions regarding today's study please contact Dr. India Johnson at
irjohnso@butler.edu. Again, thank you for your participation and enjoy the rest of your day!

